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REMARKS 

I. Office Action Summary 

Claims 1, 3, 5, 10, 15, 19, 22 and 49-50 are pending. Claims 1 and 22 are 
the independent claims. In the Office Action mailed June 25, 2008, the 
Examiner withdrew the prior written description rejection (35 U.S.C. § 112, first 
paragraph) of claims 1,3-5, 10, 15, 19, 22 and 43-50. The Examiner objected to 
claims 1, 3, 5, 10 and 49 for informalities in claims 1 and 10. Also, claims 3, 10 
and 49-50 were rejected as indefinite under 35 U.S.C. § 112, second paragraph. 
Claims 22, 15 and 19 were indicated as allowed and claims 1 and 5 were 
indicated as allowable if the noted informalities were overcome. 

II. Objections to the Claims 

Applicants have amended claim 1 to change the term "sub-units" to "pages" 
to make the claim term usage consistent. Claim 10 has been amended to remove 
the term "substantially" to be consistent with the remainder of the claim. With 
these amendments, Applicants submit that the objections have been fully 
addressed. 

III. Rejections Under 35 U.S.C. §112, first paragraph 

The Office Action rejected claims 3, 10, 49 and 50 as indefinite. 

Applicants have amended claim 3 to clarify that the writing of the fourth 
logical page modifies the clause in claim 1 reciting the steps when a group of 
programming units is available in the first update erase unit. Applicants have also 
replaced the term "sub-unit" with "page" to be consistent with the related 
clarification in claim 1 . 

Claim 10, which depends from claim 3, has been amended to utilize 
terminology consistent with that of claims 1 and 3. 

Claim 49, which depends from claim 1 , has been amended to utilize 
terminology consistent with that of claim 1 . 

Claim 22, has been amended to replace "unit" with "block" consistent with 
the terminology in the remainder of the claim. Claim 22 has also been amended to 
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clarify the language regarding the sequence of operations used when a group of 
programming units is determined to be available or unavailable in the first update 
erase unit. 

Claim 50, which depends from claim 22, has been amended to utilize 
terminology consistent with that of claim 22. 

IV. Allowed and allowable subject matter 

Applicants thank the Examiner for the indication of allowance of claims 22, 
15 and 19. In addition the Examiner is thanked for the indication of allowability of 
claims 1 and 5. Applicants agree that these claims distinguish over the art of 
record and submit that, with the correction of the matters of form noted above, 
that all of these claims are in condition for allowance. 

V. Conclusion 

Applicants have amended claims 1, 3, 10, 22, 49 and 50 to clarify 
terminology and form. With these amendments and remarks, Applicants 
respectfully request reconsideration and allowance of all of the pending claims. If 
any issues remain or questions arise, the Examiner is invited to contact the 
undersigned by telephone to expedite processing of this application. 



Respectfully submitted, 



BRINKS HOFER GILSON & LIONE 
P.O. BOX 10395 
CHICAGO, ILLINOIS 60610 
(312) 321-4200 




Attorney for Applicants 
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